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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
Although the literature abounds with references 
about the role of the principelship and the successful 
principal, there is a shortage of methods for determining 
the effectiveness of this leadership role and almost a total 
absence of instruments that accurately describe this role. 
This study is an effort to develop an instrument which 
furnishes data of the staff's perception of the principal's 
effectiveness and in turn allows the principal to estimate 
how his staff perceives his effectiveness. It is important 
for the success of the educational program to he .. ve the staff 
and the principal in concert about educational leadership 
as the principal performs it. 
To help in the identification of the principal's 
role the evolution of the principa.lship needed to be exa.rn-
ined. The evolution has spanned from mere inspector, that 
insured that prescribed programs were being followed, to 
educational leader, that helps in formulation of the cur-
riculum through the execution of the entire process of edu-
cation. In the beginning the principal was responsible to a 
single boss (the local board) wh·o defined the role. The 
evolution has advanced to its highest sta.te in cases where 
board (boss role) is only a part in designating the role. 
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The role is affected by all concerned with the principal as 
an educa.t i:::inal leader, the board, the superintendent, the 
community, the parents, the teachers, the students, the 
colleges (with new knowledge), and co-workers in education 
(nurse, aids, custodian, etc.). The role of simply follow-
ing orders of a single group to synthesizin~ the contribu-
tions of all concerned has made the principalship complex 
and fluid. 
The fluidity of the principalship is affected by 
changes in personnel, policies, plant, bodies of knowledge, 
finance, social patterns, economic cycle, community mores, 
pressure groups, governrr:ent, education associations and 
surrounding schools. As the cba.nges affect the principe.l, 
the staff members are affected in their perception of his 
role a.nd effectiveness as it effects them a irectly. 
These changes in perception must be assessed con-
tinually if the team effort in education is to proceed to-
ward a more effective educational program. 
THE PROBLEM 
Statement of the Problem 
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The problem was the absence of de.ta about the degree 
of agreement between the principal and his staff as to bis 
effectiveness as an educational leader. 
Purnose 
The purpose of this study was to: ( 1) review the 
literature to determine some components of leadership as it 
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relates to the role of the principal; (2) translate these 
components of leadership into an instrument that will serve 
to gather data about the principal's effectiveness as an 
educational leader; (3) administer the instrument in order 
to get the staff's perceptions of the principal's effective-
ness and get the principal's estimate of his staff's per-
ceptions of his educational leadership effectiveness; (4) 
determine if years of teaching experience and enrollment 
size are related to the ratings and the principal's estimate 
of these ratings. 
Hypotheses 
The hypotheses are: (1) there are no differences 
between the teachers' perceptions of the pr1nc1pal's effec-
tiveness and the principal's estimate of their perceptions; 
(2) enrollment size and years of teaching experience are un-
related to the difference in the staff's perceptions of the 
principal's effectiveness and his estimate of their percep-
tions. 
Limitations and Scope 
The limitations of this study are: (1) twenty-one 
high schools in central Washingt:>n with enrollments exceed-
ing 150; (2) the development and administration of one in-
strument in order to gather data about the effectiveness of 
the principal as perceived by his staff and the principal's 
estimate of their perceptions; and (3) the use of thirty-
three items in the questionnaire which were not weighted. 
Im-:Jortance of the Study 
Providing an optimal learning experience for every 
child is the primary goal of any school. The school staff 
is a collection of specialized personnel, trying to become 
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a highly organized team, in which each person has both indi-
vidual and cooperative responsibilities for providing opti-
mal learning. The effectiveness of this team, like any team, 
is dependent upon how well each member understands the other 
members. This study wa.s an effort to deliberately appraise 
the effectiveness of the principal as perceived by his 
teachers as well as his estimate of their perceptions. Logic 
tells us that common agreement between the principa.l and his 
staff will improve the team effort, thus improve the quality 
of education for children. 
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
Role 
Role is the functions and expectations of a particu-
lar position. 
Index 
Index is the number obtained by dividing the princi-
pal' s score into the teacher's score on any given item, and 
it will be expressed in decimals. The index of 1.00 is 
perfect. 
Item 
Any one of the thirty-three a.reas investigated on 
the questionnaire shall be referred to as an item. 
Instrument 
The questionnaire may be referred to as an instru-
ment. 
Small School 
Any school of 150 to 400 enrollment shall be called 
a small school with the symbol "s". 
Medium School 
Any school of 401 to 800 enrollment shall be called 
a medium school with the symbol "M". 
Larp:e School 
Any school of 801 anc over enrollment shall be 
called a large school with the symbol "L". 
Principalship 
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A principalship is the position of chief administra-
tor and educational lea.der in the operation of an entire 
school plant for the planning, implementing, supervising, 
and evaluating the curriculum and utilizing the personnel, 
including hiring, training, etc. for the single purpose of 
educating students. 
Estimate 
Estimate in this study refers to the principal's 
scores that he gave himself as he anticina.ted the percep-
tions of his staff would be on the questionnaire. 
Perceptions 
Perceptions in this study refer to the scores that 
the tea.chers gave the principal as to his effectiveness on 
the questionnaires. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter was a.n attempt to: ( 1) 
identify the principalship; (2) survey techniques and instru-
ments that measure effectiveness; and (3) review related 
studies in order to develop an instrument that could be used 
to collect the data for this study. 
THE IDENTIFICATION OF THE PRINCIPALSHIP 
The role of the principal has had a distinct histor-
ical sequence that has its effect on the principal as a 
supervisor. Burton and Brueckner (4:5-7) have explained 
this sequence in five steps: (1) The principal inherited 
the right of inspector long after he was delegated admini-
strative and managerial duties by the lay citizens. This, 
meager as it may seem, was the first step in supervision by 
the principal. (2) Supervision as inspection combined with 
laissez-faire was the next apparent step. This technique, 
for lack of leadership and direction, led to little, if any, 
improvement. (3) The obvious need for improvement in 
teacher background and performance led to the third step in 
supervisi~n, the opposite of laissez-faire, coercion. In 
this technique the teacher was compelled to use ready-made 
materials and gu.ides. (4) The fourth step we.s a rejection 
6 
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of coercion and was replaced by modern democratic super-
vision, a view of suuervision as training and guidance. In 
this modern version of supervision, the principal was the 
democratic leader. (5) The last step was not really a step, 
but a process. This process emphasized modern participatory, 
cooperative programs that aimed to improve all a.spects of 
the learning situation, including the community, and included 
all the personnel including even lay participants. 
Burton and Brueckner (4:7) concluded: 
Some of the weaknesses could have been corrected 
earlier, but we a.11 know how great are the difficulties 
in bringing about either major social change or change 
in smoothly working routines. In listing early short-
comings we do so not so much in criticism of early 
leaders as to set up guides for modern workers who 
possess wide knowledge which was unknown to their prede-
cessors. The persistence of earlier theory and practice 
of supervision until today is prime f acie evidence that 
school leadership often is unaware of large bodies of 
available knowledge, or when aware of the knowledge, 
prefers instead a comfortable and comforting set of 
routines. The needs of the learner are not allowed to 
disturb the peace enjoyed by vested interests. 
This persistence was manifest in a study by Brill (3) 
when she found that modern principals could be classified 
in three general ca.tegories: 
1. Autocratic principal--one who structures the 
program around his own fund of knowledge and makes 
arbitrary decisions based. on this knowledge. 
2. Laissez-faire type--one who lets the staff and 
other pressures take the leadership and the programs 
come about through evolution. 
3. Democratic leadership--one who accepts the role 
of leadership but involves the concerned parties in the 
decision-making. 
The role of the principal must also be considered 
in respect to the organizational pattern of the school 
system. Kyte (14:4-5) expresses this in his seven general 
principles: 
The principal in an organized school syst.em should 
understand the following principles and be governed by 
them: 
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1. In a soundly organized school system, profession-
al responsibility and authority are vested. in the super-
intendent of schools as the responsible administrative 
and supervisory head of the system. 
2. The superintendent of schools delegates clear-
cut responsibilities to his assistants in terms of 
clearly defined functions, together with the authority 
necessary to fulfill the responsibilities. 
3. In a large school system requiring the services 
of assistant superintendents, these assistant superin-
tendents are responsible to the superintendent of 
schools for their respective departments, acting through 
his authority. 
4. The principal is the executive hea.d of the 
school to which he is assigned and is directly respon-
sible to the assistant superintendent in charge of in-
struction and, through him, to the superintendent. 
5. The teacher is the executive of the instructional 
program in the classroom and is responsible to the 
principal for the results obtained a.nd, through him, to 
the superintendent of schools. 
6. All supervisory officers, other than the super-
intendent of schools, the assistant superintendent in 
charge of instruction, and the principal, are technical 
advisors to the superintendent, the assistant su-oerin-
tendent in charge of instruction, the principal, and the 
teacher. 
7. All auxiliary agents essential to an efficient 
ed.ucational system are employed for the fundamental 
purpose of furthering the educational program of the 
school system. 
The role of the principal is affected directly by 
the organization of the school system as a staff officer 
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and by the nature of supervision as a line officer, but the 
delineation between the two is certainly not that simple. 
The two each have their own a.utonomy as well as being inter-
related. 
Yeager (22:541, 414) helps explain the role of the 
principal as a supervisor with his objectives and ideals: 
... objectives to be attained in desirable personnel 
administration are (1) the effective utilization of all 
human resources associated with the enterprise, (2) the 
maintenance of desirable working relationships among all 
of its members, and (3) the development of maximum indi-
vidual attainment and efficiency to the end that the 
enterprise prospers and human happiness prevails . 
..• ideals of democratic leadership (1) recognize 
worth and dignity of each individual and (2) great 
reliance on the c·ooperative use of intelligence in the 
solution of problems--with each person essential to 
such cooperation. 
Teaching principal Bradfield (2:39-40) explained 
his role as supervisor: 
The principal is responsible for providing a sound 
teaching-learning situation so that teachers may instruct 
to the best of their ability and the children ma.y have 
the best opportunity to learn .... including the coopera-
tive identification of problems by the principal and 
staff, the planning of supervisory activities or the 
basis of these problems, and the implementation of the 
teaching-learning situation. 
Teacher-principal Bradfield (2:40) also listed 
teacher needs of supervisor: 
1. orientation 
2. personal conferences for evaluation 
3. disciplinary backing 
4. personal problem consideration 
5. explanation of routines, reports, etc. 
6. help in planning for gifted and retarded 
7. regarded as professional 
..• teachers consider most helpful those supervisory 
procedures that ~re based on cooperative action and good 
human relations. 
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Supervision has many different meanings. Each 
person who reads or hears the word interprets it in terms of 
his past experiences, his needs, and his purposes. A super-
visor may consider it a positive force for progra.m improve-
ment; a teacher may see it as a threat to his individuality; 
another teacher may think of it as a source of assistance 
and support stated Wiles (20:3). 
If there is a simple definition of supervision, 
Wiles' { 9 :8) is proba.bly the most widely acceptable: "Super-
vision is assistance in the development of a better teaching-
learning situation ... 
Lucio and McNeil (15:46) designate the supervisor as: 
a leader who has possession of two properties: One, 
a clear perspective of the school's goals and awareness 
of its resources and qualities, and two, the ability to 
help others contribute to this vision and to perceive 
and to act in accordance with it. 
Lucio and McNeil (15:22) stated further that the 
nature of supervision changes with each situation as in-
ferred by the following: 
As a member of a supervisory team which includes 
principal, counselor, coordinator, consultant, vice-
principal, and the like, the supervisor acts only in 
consultation with other authorities, and the resulting 
interrelationships are often ill-defined and disturbing. 
It is in keepini;r, with the cha.nged na.ture of the super-
visor's role that he has been led into ways of manipu-
lation, developing discipline and loyalty among the 
teachers by using his own personality as the main tool 
of persuasion. 
Burton and Brueckner (4:10) suggested: ttThe improve-
ment of teachers is not so much a supervisory function in 
which teachers participate as it is a teacher function in 
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which supervisors cooperate." 
Since the principal is involved in both administra.-
tion and supervision, there seems to be some natural dilem-
mas. Within himself he must understand and synthesize his 
role as both educational leader and administrator. In the 
eyes of the teachers he must make this synthesis harmonious 
with the idea of the improvement of instruction. Then, 
again, there are the administrative superiors that must be 
brought into the understanding of the synthesis of educa-
tional leader and administrator. Efficiency and effective-
ness are at times not so manifestly harmonious. 
This idea of dilemma was considered by Dunworth 
(7 :28-29): 
In the boss role the principal is involved in evalu-
ation, rating, and judging--teacher sees his action as 
authoritative actions. 
In the instructional leader role, the principal 
brings about change in people, in their goals, their 
values, their attitudes, in their knowledge and in 
their skills. Yet the kind of relationship that will 
provide an envlronment conducive to critical self ap-
praisal, experimentation, evaluation, and ultima.te 
growth and true change is frequently ln conflict with 
the authoritative relationship required in carrying out 
some of the princlpal's duties as administrator. 
The principalship, as related from the above, is a 
complex, historical, and changing role affected by many 
components not necessarily in agreement about this role in 
the educational process. 
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SURVE'Y TECHNIQUES AND INSTRUMENTS 
Prine ipal evaluative criteria. can evolve from three 
quite natural area.a. The superintendent as the employer 
might certainly have some valuable criteria for the princi-
pal as an educational leader. The teacher as an employee 
would have some valuable criteria, but from another point of 
view. Then, also, the principal would have some valuable 
criteria as a practitioner. The principal as an educational 
leader would need to consider a.11 three sets of criteria. 
The results of a survey (8:138) of practices in 689 
localities in the selection of principals contains the 
personal qualities that were mentioned by more the.n twenty 
superintendents. The list suggests the basis of a rating 
scale to be used to evalua.te the qualities of ce.ndidates. 
Qualit_x 
Ability to get along with people 
Personality 
Leadership 
Organizing and executive ability 
Tact and diplomacy 
Good judgment and common sense 
Professional 
Interest in, liking for, and under-
standing of children 
Ability to teach 
Character 
Appearance 
Poise and emotional stability 
Social adjustment 
Health, vigor, and energy 
Ability to supervise and help 
teachers grow 
Interest in community affairs 
Frequency of Mention 
150 
135 
112 
51 
37 
35 
34 
34 
33 
"l("X. 
_,,,.,; 
32 
28 
27 
27 
21 
21 
Characteristics of successful principals, according 
to superintendents, are cited in the survey (8:167) as 
follows: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
13 
Characteristic 
Effective-educational and 
community leadership 
Frecuencv of Mention 
""-------------
Ability to work co-operatively 
with teachers to improve teaching 
and the school program 
Ability to get along with others 
Ability to organize and carry out 
a good school program 
Professional attitude and spirit 
Genuine liking for and understand-
ing of children 
Desire and capacity 
Personality 
Ability to build a good public 
relations program 
Clear understandin~ of elementary 
education and the principal's 
role in it 
Willingness to assume responsibility 
Good judgment and common sense 
Democratic attitude 
Ability to solve problems calrr.ly and 
accordin,s to sound educational 
principles 
95 
94 
87 
53 
40 
38 
19 
17 
16 
14 
12 
11 
11 
11 
Enochs (9:15-21) cited a principal's workshop in 
San Francisco in 1949 that developed a comprehensive list of 
what were judged by the participants to be the characteris-
tics of a good school administrator. (Section two, only, 
follows) 
2. Personnel 
The good administrator: 
2.1 Knows, accepts, and respects the individual 
characteristics, educational background, and 
oersonal back~round of each teacher. 
2.2 6apitalizes u~on individual strengths, inter-
ests, and talents of each teacher in making 
assignments to classroom and other specific 
duties. 
2.3 Recognizes teacher weaknesses and, in so far 
as possible, aids the teacher in overcoming 
them. 
2.4 Recognizes good work and lets the teacher know 
about it. 
2.5 Practices the democratic processes: 
2.51 Co-operative planning 
2.52 Uses it in both individual and group 
relationships 
14 
2.53 Creates e nermissive atmos?here in which 
teachers feel free. to express problems of 
concern to them. 
2.54 Sees the implication of specific teacher 
problems in relation to curriculum, to 
principles of child development, to the 
organization of the school and its rules 
and regulations. 
2.6 Uses a variety of techniques to bring teachers 
to work with e. problem or program. 
2. 7 Evaluates his own behavior in pa.rticula.r si tua-
tions, is objective in seeing good and bad 
points, and uses results of evaluation as a 
basis for future actions, behavior, and growth. 
2.8 Develops sensitivity to the way other people 
feel. 
2.9 Fosters and stimulates professional growth in 
each teacher. 
The following list (21:15) was developed from 
teacher-supervisor criteria and suggests measures that bring 
about good teacher-supervisor relationships: 
1. 
2. 
-;r; 
,/ . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
e. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
Respect your co-worker's personality 
Be genuinely fond of working with people 
Take great interest in teachers' problems 
Allow for individual differences and ca~acities 
Know your job and be courageous in doing it 
Give praise and recognition generously 
Stay in your area of responsibility 
Be enthusiastic and optimistic 
Keep e.ny promise you make 
Be a realist; let well-enough alone 
Deal frankly, but with tolerance and fairness 
Take humble role 
Pull people with you rather than push them from you 
Be considerate end friendly 
Stand behind the teachers - with whom you work -
share blame as well as praise 
Admit your errors and imperfections 
Be a motivator 
Make haste slowly 
Speak kindly, or not at all 
Be a fountain of resources, not e. gusher of know-
ledge 
15 
The group (21:11) believed that the desirable rela-
tionships between supervisor and teacher are three-fold: 
(1) personal, (2) as a co-worker, end (3) as a leader. 
From the ab:)ve was found a collection of criteria 
to measure principal effectiveness from tb.ree points of 
view: the superintendent, the principal, and the teacher. 
RELATED STUDIES 
A further review of the literature is related to 
research studies of instrument construction and measures 
of effectiveness. 
Borg, Burr, and Silvester (1) in their "Four Criteria 
of Principal Effectiveness'' used questionnaires and an obser-
vation check list with four criteria: superintendent, 
teachers, faculty meetings, and principal. In the study 
they found rela.tively little variance between the criterion 
measures. The instrument apparently was not sufficiently 
sensitive or discriminate as all four judges gave ratings 
which furnished virtually no differences in ratings. One 
rating was apparently as gross as another. Each principal 
appeared like another. They concluded that what is needed 
in the development of criteria of administration effective-
ness is a bold behavior-oriented approach. In other words, 
behavior objectives must be developed. 
Denny (6) in a rating scale for elementary princi-
pals, made a principal's report card for the nrincipal to 
rate himself in six general areas with this report to go to 
the superintendent and board. He concluded th.!::t superin-
tendent and board would be better informed if their ob jec-
tive test were used. 
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Weldy (19), in "Teachers Evaluate Their Principal," 
used a seventeen item check list with six to eight degree 
statements under each item from which to choose. He con-
cluded that the usage of the check list would open up com-
munications, teachers would vary greatly on items, and 
judgment on part of teachers in some cases would not be 
based on full knowledge. 
Cooper (5), in an analysis of the quality of the 
behavior as observed and reported in six critical incident 
studies, used a thirty-three i tern list of requirements a.nd 
tallied the studies as to effective or ineffective. She 
concluded that certain items did show effectiveness and inef-
fectiveness and recommended in-service preparations for 
principals. 
Howsam and Franco (12) in "New emphasis in Evalua-
tion of Administrators" sta.ted that, it he..s not been found 
possible to identify behavioral qualities and attributes 
which differentiate the successful and the unsuccessful 
administrator. They further stated, at this time most 
school systems could gain more from strong in-service ef-
forts at developing mutua.l understanding of administrative 
and supervisory processes and behavior, and play down formal 
administrative evaluations. 
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Fearing (10), in a study of princinal-faculty per-
ceptions of certain common and observable role behaviors of 
the elementary school -principal, used key sort ce,rcs to s.d-
minister fine tests to determine relationship if teacher-
principa l perceptions of principals role. It wa,s found that 
from one-third to one-half perceptions were similar. It was 
concluded from Barnard's postulate, that inter-personal con-
ceptions must be similar for efficient functioning, that 
the tested schools were not functioning efficiently. 
Randall (18) in reporting the development and test-
ing of an instrument to describe problem-attack behavior of 
high school principals, used a forty item instrument on a 
five-point scale from always to never. It was concluded 
that with revision and further testing that this instrument 
could prove a helpful and practical research instrument. 
Neville (16) in developing a supervisory function 
of the elementary principal as perceived by teachers used an 
eighty-six item instrument, with two forms, a five-point 
scale, schools ranked on basis of mean, analysis of variance, 
with sex, tenure and grade levels as conditions. It was 
concluded that schools have distinctly different perception 
of principal's supervisory function. And, further concluded 
each school develops a "grass roots" level for their prin-
cipal. 
Frazier (11) in analyzing role expectations of the 
elementary principal as perceived by superintendents, prin-
cipals and teachers used sub-groups ( la.rge, med iurn, and 
small districts, sex, age, and experience) in identifying 
twenty-seven differences in size groups and to a lesser 
degree in other areas. It was concluded that differences 
aDnear to offer means of locatin~ notential nroblem areas 
v ... ........ - ... 
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and that the personal interview was found to be an effective 
data gathering method. 
Kuschman (13) in a study of -principal-teacher behav-
ioral perceptions based up::m selected indexes of administra.-
tive practice used an identical check list for teachers and 
principals in order to rate the principal as to whether he 
was democratic or autocratic in his management role. 
Secondly, he tried to formula.ta an instrument to compa.re 
principals' behavioral self-conceptions with teachers' con-
ceptions. He found that principals tend to rate themselves 
higher than teachers and the higher the principal rated 
himself the higher the teachers tended to rate the principal. 
After a review of the literature it seemed to this 
researcher that an instrument that would require the princi-
pal to consider the teachers' perception of him as well as 
his estimate of their perception was needed if effectiveness 
in the team effort of improving education was going to be 
attained. Further, to this researcher, eva.luat ion of the 
principal as shown by other researchers must be a continuous 
process. Most studies show a phantom characteristic in the 
principalship. For good education to accrue the 9rimary 
leader's role in every school must be more precisely evalu-
ated. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
Since the need was for an instrument which could 
determine the amount of agreement between the principal and 
his staff about the principal's effectiveness, the following 
procedures were formulated and executed. 
The data desired in this study required that the 
principals and teachers must respond to the same question-
naire items. Only the instructions were different. 
A trial questionnaire was constructed containing 
seventy items which were rated yes or no. The items were 
selected from the components deemed essential for education-
al leadership as viewed by authorities in Educational Admin-
istration. This instrument was ~iven to one hi~h school 
\.- •' 
principal and eight of his staff members as a pilot study 
for selecting the most valid items in the questionnaire. 
The principal was selected because he was eager to help with 
the study. Eight of his staff were selected because they 
represented the experience groups stated in the problem, and 
they represented four people the principal thought he,d a 
similar and dissimilar philosophy with his own. These 
participants (1) rated the items yes and no, (2) valued the 
items one to seventy in importance, and (3) commented on 
items as to reaunda.ncy, clarity, and wording. 
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From this pilot study, thirty-three of the highest 
rated items were selected. The response scale was changed 
from yes and no to one to five so that each item could he.ve 
a numerical value. The highest score was selected to re-
flect the most effective trait, one the lowest. This re-
sulted in an instrument that had a possible ran~e of scores 
from thirty-three to 165. 
It was thou~ht that exnerience in education of 
teachers and principals might affect their ratin~. It was 
decided to attempt to measure this by asking each partici-
pant to indicate years of experience by categories of one to 
five, six to ten, eleven to fifteen, and sixteen and over. 
In order to encoura~e the highest response possible, 
a cover letter was written with an explanation of the study. 
A statement to explain that absolutely no identity of indi-
viduals and their scores would be revealed so that each 
principal and teacher would not feel any threat to his job 
or reputation by participatin~ in the study. 
Since the principals might view this study as a 
threat to their reputation anc :position, the researcher 
limited the sample to schools where personal contact with 
the principal was possible. In order to do this, only the 
high schools in Yakima e"nd Kittitas Counties with enroll-
ments of over lSO were considered for the studv. This 
limited the study to twenty-one high schools. 
Since these twenty-one high schools had such a large 
variance in enrollment, it was felt that principals in 
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different size schools might be perceived differently. As 
a result, it was decided to classify the schools in three 
categories: schools with enrollments of 150 to 400 as small 
schools; schools with enrollments of 401 to 800 as medium 
schools; and schools with enrollments of 801 and over as 
large schools. 
In order to protect identity of the schools in the 
study, each school wa.s given a numerical code of one to 
twenty-one. Also, to identify size category, each school 
was given a letter code to indicate sma.11 (S), medium (M), 
or large ( L ) . 
Since the distribution and collection of the ques-
tionnaires was made personally, it was decided to give each 
school one week to fill out the questionnaires. A represen-
tative was selected to collect the questionnaires. This 
enabled the researcher to visit and explain the question-
naire on one trip and pick it up on the next trip. If the 
questionnaires were not completed on the second trip, the 
representative had a choice of mailing or requesting a 
return visit. With this schedule, all schools were contact-
ed within four weeks, and all completed questionnaires were 
picked up within five weeks. With this procedure it was 
anticipated that 100% of the schools would be encouraged 
to participate. 
The data was compared item by item. Simple t-tests 
were performed to show si~nificant areas of agreement be-
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tween the staffs' perceptions of the principals' effective-
ness and the principals' estimates of these perceptions. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE SURVEY AND RESULTS 
During the spring of 1966 a set of questionnaires 
was delivered to each high school in Yakima and Kittitas 
Counties with an enrollment of 150 and over. In the set 
there was one questionnaire for each staff member and a 
separate one for the principal. The two questionnaires were 
the same except for the instructions (see Appendices A and 
B). The teachers were to evaluate the principal on thirty-
three selected ite~s. The principal, with the same question-
naire, was to try to estimate how his staff perceived him. 
Since the resea.rcher felt that many long tables a .. nd 
numerous figures were essential to the reporting of the 
study, this chapter was divided into two sections: (1) Ex-
planation of tables and figures and (2) discussion of re-
sults. 
EXPLANATION OF TABLES AND FIGURES 
The upper portion of Table I, the Response Sheet, 
is a compilation of the number of teaccer responses to the 
questionnaire in percentages by individual schools. 
Four schools out of the twenty-one did not fully 
participa.te. The principal of school 20L felt the question-
naire too demanding on his teachers. Schools llM and l5S 
2"3 
School 
1 Med iurn 
2 Small 
3 s 
4 s 
5 s 
6 s 
7 M 
8 1'i 
9 Large 
10 M 
Table I 
Response Sheet 
P~rcenta~es of-Teacher 
611% 
83% 
4~% _, D
100% 
61% 
60% 
80% 
61% 
47% 
96% 
Resnonses 
. 
11 M Agreed to cooperate, but a 1a not respond 
12 L 43% 
13 L 35% 
14 L Agreed to coo-perate, but 32% 
principal did not respond 
15 s Agreed to cooperate, but a id not respond 
16 s 59~ 
17 M 44% 
18 L 69% 
19 M 41% 
20 L Principal felt too demandin~ on teachers, and 
would not participate 
21 s 88ob 
Size of School Number of Teacher Questionnaires 
-------- Distr1btited Returned 
s --121-- 78 
M 160 102 
L 211 105 
--Total ______ 
2!92 285 
Per Cent 
Returned 
611% 
64% 
49% 
58~-
did agree to cooperate, but never returned the question-
naires. School 141 returned thirty-two percent of the 
teacher questionnaires, but the principe.l a id not return 
his questionnaire. 
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Of the seventeen participating schools, school 4S 
was the only school to return 100 percent. School lOM fol-
lowed closely with ninety-six percent. School 18L with 
sixty-nine percent had the highest percentage of the lerge 
schools. School 13L returned the lowest percentage with 
thirty-five percent. 
The bottom of Table I shows total responses of the 
seventeen participating schools by sizes and in actual num-
ber aYJ.d percentages. Of 2i95 teachers in the study, 285 re-
sponded for a percentage of fifty-eight. The large schools 
had the lowest percentage with forty-nine. Both the medium 
and small schools had sixty-four percent return. 
Table II gives the principa.ls' raw scores, teachers' 
mean scores, index scores and means for each column. There 
are three columns for ea.ch school. Column one is the raw 
score for each item furnished by the principa.l as he esti-
mated his staff perceptions of his effectiveness. Column 
two is the mean score for each item as provided by his staff. 
Column three is the index of each item. (Index is the quo-
tient of mean score divided by principal's estimate.) 
An examination of school 45 shows the principal's 
raw score of 114 which is also the total mean rating given 
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Table II 
Principal 1s Raw Scores, Teachers' Mean Scores, and Indices 
for Items and Totals for Each School 
lM 2S 38 
Item p M I p M I p M I 
1 4 3.56 .89 4 2.87 • 72 4 2.67 .67 
2 3 3.33 1.11 3 2.53 .84 3 2.67 .67 
3 3 3.00 1.00 3 3.00 LOO 3 2.17 • 72 
4 4 3.13 • 78 4 3.00 .75 4 2.83 • 71 
5 3 3.81 1.27 4 3.27 .82 4 2.83 .71 
6 3 3.63 1.21 2 3.33 1.67 3 3.00 LOO 
7 3 3.38 1.13 3 2.93 .98 4 2.67 .67 
8 3 3.13 1.04 3 3.20 1.07 4 2.50 .63 
9 3 3.81 1.27 4 3.87 .97 5 2.67 .53 
10 3 3.25 1.08 2 2.40 1.20 2 2.17 1.09 
11 3 3.44 1.15 3 3.00 1.00 3 2.67 .87 
12 3 3.81 1.27 3 2.53 .84 4 1.50 .38 
13 3 4.13 1. 71 4 3.20 .80 4 3.17 • 79 
14 3 3.50 1.17 4 3.53 .88 4 3.00 .75 
15 3 3.88 1.29 3 3.27 1.09 5 3.17 .63 
16 3 3.60 1.20 3 3.08 1.03 5 3.00 .60 
17 2 3.00 1.50 3 2.73 .91 2 2.40 1.20 
18 2 2.56 1.28 3 2.87 .96 3 2.67 .86 
19 3 4.13 1.34 4 3.53 .88 3 2.67 .86 
20 3 3.44 1.15 4 3.67 .92 5 2.83 .57 
21 4 3.18 .80 4 2.93 • 74 4 2.33 .58 
22 3 3.44 1.15 3 2.80 .93 4 2.67 .67 
23 3 3.00 LOO 4 2.73 .68 5 2.67 .53 
24 3 2.94 .98 4 3.73 .94 4 2.83 .71 
25 3 3.13 1.04 3 3.20 1.07 4 2.67 .67 
26 2 3.00 1.50 4 3.40 .85 3 3.50 1.17 
27 3 3.38 1.13 3 4.07 1.36 4 3.50 .88 
28 2 2.93 1.27 3 3.07 1.02 3 2.67 .86 
29 3 3.63 1.21 4 3.86 .97 5 3.83 • 77 
30 3 3.88 1.29 3 3.60 1.20 4 3.83 .96 
31 3 5.69 1.23 4 4.oo l.oo 4 3.00 .75 
32 4 3.73 .94 4 4.31 1.08 5 3.67 .73 
33 3 3.30 1.10 4 3.80 .95 4 2.67 .67 
Total 99 111 1.13 113 106 .94 127 93 .73 
Mean 3.00 3.36 3.44 3.21 3.85 2.82 
Note: P - Principal 1s estimate 
M - Mean Score of Teachers' Perceptions 
I - Index (M/P = I) 
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Table II (Continued) 
4s 5S 6S 
Item p M I p M I p M I 
l 3 2.20 .73 3 3.09 1.03 3 3.18 1.06 
2 3 2.00 .67 3 3.91 1.30 4 3.08 • 77 
3 4 2.30 .58 4 3.55 .89 4 2.80 .70 
4 3 1.80 .60 4 3.36 .84 4 3.00 • 75 
5 4 2.10 .53 3 3.27 1.09 4 2.83 • 71 
6 3 2.60 .87 4 3.91 .98 4 3.08 .77 
7 4 2.20 .55 4 4.oo 1.00 3 3.25 1.08 
8 4 .70 .43 3 3.27 1.09 4 2.83 • 71 
9 4 2.80 .70 3 4.18 1.39 4 4.08 1.02 
10 3 2.40 .80 3 3.82 1.27 3 3.42 1.14 
11 3 2.20 . r; 4 3.90 .98 3 3.08 1.03 
12 3 3.10 1.03 4 3.82 .96 4 2.58 .65 
13 4 3.60 .90 4 3.64 .91 4 2.75 .69 
14 3 2.20 .73 4 3.27 .82 4 3.00 .75 
15 3 2.56 .85 4 3.60 .90 4 3.42 .86 
16 3 2.50 .83 4 3.70 .93 4 3.36 .84 
17 4 2.40 .60 4 3.45 .86 3 3.33 1.11 
18 3 2.00 .67 3 3.20 1.07 3 2.91 .79 
19 4 2.67 .67 3 5.73 1.24 4 3.08 • 77 
20 4 3.00 • 75 3 4.09 1.36 4 3.75 .94 
21 3 2.30 .77 3 3.82 1.27 3 3.25 1.08 
22 3 2.00 .67 3 3.82 1.27 3 3.08 1.03 
23 3 2.10 .70 3 3.72 .94 4 3.42 .86 
24 3 2.20 .73 3 3.64 1.21 4 3.42 .86 
25 3 2.50 .83 3 3.67 1.22 4 3.25 .81 
26 4 3.10 .78 3 3.55 1.18 4 3.92 .98 
27 3 2.70 .90 3 3.82 1.27 4 3.83 .96 
28 4 2.50 .63 4 3.64 .91 3 3.25 1.06 
29 4 2.10 .53 4 4.oo i.oo 4 4.27 1.07 
30 4 2.90 • 73 4 4.oo 1.00 4 3.83 .96 
31 3 1.80 .60 3 3.82 1.27 4 3.50 .88 
32 4 2.90 .73 3 3.80 1.27 4 3.50 .88 
'3 4 2.50 .63 4 3.64 .91 4 3.08 • 77 
Total 114 77 .68 114 113 .99 123 107 .94 
Mean 3.47 2.33 3.45 3.44 3.73 3.26 
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Table II (Continued) 
7M 8M 9L 
Item p M I p M I p M I 
l 4 3.06 • 77 3 4.50 1.50 3 3.82 1.27 
2 4 3.31 .85 2 4.35 2.18 3 3.55 1.18 
5 4 3.25 .81 5 4.25 1.42 5 3. 71 1.24 
4 4 3.37 .84 3 3.90 1.30 3 3.88 1.29 
5 3 3.56 1.19 3 4.21 1.40 3 3.71 1.24 
6 5 3.50 .70 2 4.20 2.10 4 4.o6 1.02 
7 3 3.81 1.27 5 4.45 1.48 5 3.53 1.18 
8 3 3.37 1.12 1 3.65 3.65 3 3. 71 1.24 
9 5 4.oo .80 4 4.50 1.15 4 3.82 .98 
10 5 2.93 .98 1 4.40 4.40 2 3.76 1.88 
11 4 3.19 .80 3 4.05 1.35 3 3.65 1.22 
12 4 2.75 .69 3 4.40 1.47 3 3.38 1.13 
13 4 3.ie .80 3 4.15 1.38 4 3.88 .97 
14 5 3.44 1.15 2 3.65 1.83 5 3.65 1.22 
15 4 3.44 .86 2 3.90 1.95 4 3.65 .91 
16 3 3.56 i.19 2 3.85 1.98 4 3.56 .89 
17 4 3.06 • 77 2 3.05 1.53 2 3.00 1.50 
18 3 2.87 .96 2 3.40 1. 70 3 2.53 .84 
19 3 3.63 1.21 3 3.65 1.22 4 3.76 .94 
20 4 4.oo l.oo 3 3.85 1.28 3 3.47 1.16 
21 4 3.62 .91 3 4.15 1.38 3 3.65 1.22 
22 4 3.56 .89 4 4.95 1.24 4 3.59 .90 
23 4 3.62 .91 3 3.60 1.20 4 3.53 .88 
24 4 3.75 .94 2 3.90 1.95 3 3.41 1.14 
25 2 3.50 .75 2 3.70 1.85 3 3.37 1.12 
26 3 3.25 1.08 2 3.90 1.95 4 3.35 .84 
27 3 3.81 1.27 5 4.35 1.45 3 3.81 1.27 
28 5 3.25 1.08 1 5.50 3.50 3 3.44 1.15 
29 4 5.81 .95 2 3.85 1.93 3 4.oo 1.35 
30 4 3.37 .84 5 4.70 1.57 4 4.oo l.oo 
51 4 5.81 .95 3 4.30 1.43 4 4.o6 1.02 
32 4 3.81 .95 3 4.10 1.37 4 4 .12 1.03 
33 4 3.37 .84 3 4.45 1.48 4 4 .18 1.05 
Total 121 114 .95 84 133 1.58 110 119 1.08 
Mean 3.67 3.47 2.55 4.02 3.33 3.61 
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Table II (Continued) 
lOM 12L 13L 
Item p M I p M I p M I 
1 3 4.23 l .ltl 4 2.71 .68 5 3.35 .67 
2 3 4.oo 1.35 3 2.53 .84 4 3.23 .81 
3 3 4.oo 1.33 4 2.94 .74 4 3.47 .86 
4 4 3.92 .98 3 2.69 .90 5 3.00 .60 
5 3 3.85 1.28 3 2.71 .90 4 3.17 .79 
6 4 3.89 .97 3 3.29 1.10 5 3.78 .75 
7 3 4.07 1.36 4 3.24 .81 5 3.81 .76 
8 3 3.69 1.23 3 2.29 .76 5 2.78 .55 
9 3 4.44 1.46 5 3.06 .61 5 3.13 .63 
10 3 4.oo 1.3) 3 2.59 .86 4 2.78 .69 
11 3 4.11 1.37 4 3.06 • 77 4 3.17 .79 
12 3 4.07 1.36 5 2.44 .49 5 2.96 .59 
13 3 4.19 1.40 3 2.76 .92 5 3.34 .67 
14 3 4.04 1.35 3 2.88 .96 4 3.27 .82 
15 3 4.15 1.38 3 2.88 .96 4 3.26 .82 
16 3 3.96 1.32 3 2.94 .98 5 3.30 .66 
17 2 3.50 1. 75 3 2.44 .81 1-1 3.30 • 74 
18 3 3.30 1.10 3 2.47 .82 4 2.56 .64 
19 3 3.65 1.22 4 3.06 • 77 5 3.22 .64 
20 4 4.oo 1.00 4 3.29 .82 5 3.27 .65 
21 4 3.78 .95 4 3.06 • 77 4 3.04 .76 
22 3 3.88 1.29 3 2.94 .98 4 3.61 .90 
23 4 3.52 .88 3 3.13 1.04 5 3.30 .66 
24 3 3.96 1.32 3 2.76 .92 5 3.08 .61 
25 3 3.59 1.20 3 2.47 .82 4 3.04 .76 
26 3 3.33 1.11 3 2.35 .7e 5 3.00 .60 
27 3 3.62 1.21 3 2.47 .82 4 3.26 .81 
28 3 4.oo 1.33 4 2.76 .69 4 2.86 • 71 
29 3 3.18 1.06 3 2 .41 .60 5 3.60 .72 
30 3 4.52 1.51 3 2.88 .96 5 3.60 .72 
31 3 3.92 1.31 3 2.35 .78 5 3.34 .67 
32 4 4.14 1.04 3 2.50 .83 5 4.oo .80 
33 4 4.14 1.04 3 2.06 .69 5 3.08 .61 
Tota.l 105 128 1.25 111 90 .81 151 106 .69 
Mea.n 3.18 3.86 3.36 2.73 4.58 3.23 
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Table II (Continued) 
16S 17M 18L 
Item p M I p M I p M I 
1 4 2.90 .73 4 4.57 1.14 4 4.87 1.22 
2 4 2.50 .63 3 4.14 1.38 4 4 .54 1.14 
3 4 2.60 .65 4 4.14 1.04 4 4.67 1.17 
4 4 2.90 .73 3 4.29 1.43 4 4.37 1.09 
5 4 3.00 .75 3 4.oo 1.33 4 4.44 1.11 
6 4 3.30 .83 3 4.21 1.40 5 4.43 1.11 
7 4 3.40 .85 3 4.14 1.38 4 4.60 .92 
8 3 3.20 1.07 3 ;.64 1.21 4 4.85 1.21 
9 4 3.30 .83 4 4.79 1.20 5 4.67 1.17 
10 3 2.70 .90 3 4.29 1.40 3 4.94 .99 
11 4 2.80 .70 3 3.86 1.29 4 4.23 1.41 
12 4 1.90 .48 4 3.86 .97 4 4.60 1.15 
13 3 2.90 .97 3 4.20 1.40 4 4. 72 1.18 
14 3 2.80 .93 3 4.29 1.43 4 4.76 1.19 
15 4 ;;.oo .75 3 4.21 1.40 4 4.64 1.16 
16 4 2.90 .73 3 4.29 1.43 4 4.20 1.05 
17 3 2.40 .80 3 3.71 1.24 3 4.42 1.11 
18 3 2.70 .90 3 3.56 1.19 3 4.17 1.39 
19 4 3.60 .90 3 3.86 1.29 3 3.81 1.27 
20 4 3.60 .90 4 4.oo l.oo 4 4.45 1.48 
21 4 3.30 .83 3 4.29 1.43 4 lt. 54 1.14 
22 4 3.30 .83 4 4.oo 1.00 5 4.38 1.10 
23 4 3.00 • 75 3 3.85 1.28 5 4.58 .92 
24 4 3.30 .83 4 4.o8 1.02 4 4.62 .92 
25 3 2.90 .97 3 3.50 1.17 3 4.55 1.14 
26 4 3.60 .90 3 3.14 1.05 4 4.31 1.44 
27 4 3.70 .93 3 3.92 1.31 4 4.31 1.08 
28 4 2.80 .70 3 3.85 1.28 4 4.70 1.18 
29 3 3.40 1.13 4 3.85 .96 3 4.44 1.11 
30 3 3.00 l.oo 4 4.64 1.16 4 4.60 1.53 
31 4 3.60 .90 4 4.29 1.07 4 4.77 1.19 
32 4 3.50 .88 4 4.36 1.09 3 4.81 1.20 
33 4 2.40 .60 4 4.14 1.04 3 4.65 1.55 
Total 123 100 .81 111 132 1.19 128 149 1.16 
Mean 3.73 3.03 3.36 4.01 3.88 4.52 
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Table II (Continued) 
19M 21S 
Item p M I p M I 
1 4 3.44 .86 4 4.21 1.05 
2 4 3.22 .81 4 4.14 1.04 
3 4 3.78 .95 5 4.50 .90 
4 3 3.44 1.15 5 3. 71 .74 
5 3 3.33 1.11 4 3. 71 .93 
6 4 3.44 .86 3 3.86 1.29 
7 4 3.56 .89 5 4.64 .93 
8 3 3.33 1.11 3 3. 71 1.24 
9 4 3.56 .89 5 4.36 .87 
10 3 2.89 .96 3 4.oo 1.33 
11 4 3.44 .86 5 4.14 .83 
12 4 3.00 • 75 4 4.57 1.14 
13 4 3.33 .83 5 4.29 .86 
14 3 3.22 1.07 5 4.oo .80 
15 4 3.22 .81 5 3.79 • 76 
16 4 3.22 .81 3 3.64 1.21 
17 3 3.33 1.11 3 3.93 1.31 
18 3 2.44 .81 4 3.85 .98 
19 3 3.33 1.11 2 3.79 1.90 
20 4 3.22 .81 5 4.07 .81 
21 3 3.33 1.11 5 3.93 .79 
22 3 3.44 1.15 3 4 .14 1.38 
23 4 3.00 1.75 5 3.64 • 73 
24 4 3.22 .81 5 3.85 .77 
25 4 3.11 .78 5 ;.79 .76 
26 4 3.11 • 78 3 4.29 1.43 
27 4 3.56 .89 5 3.93 .79 
28 3 3.11 1.04 4 4.14 1.04 
29 4 3.78 .95 5 3.85 • 77 
30 4 3.89 .97 3 4.36 1.45 
31 3 3.44 1.15 4 4.oo 1.00 
32 4 3.56 .89 4 4.21 1.05 
33 4 3.00 .75 4 4.21 1.05 
Total 120 116 .97 13) 133 1.00 
Mean 3.67 3.52 4.03 4.03 
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by the teachers. His teachers, however, only rated him 77 
and he was only re.tea average or above on four i terns. His 
index of .68 with only one item at 1.03 indicates the in-
accuracy of his estimate of his staff's perceptions. He is 
not only rated low, but he doesn't estimate very accurately 
his staff's perceptions of his effectiveness. 
An examination of 8M shows a reversal of 4S and an 
index of 1.58 with a principal rated (133), while he esti-
mated his score at eighty-four (below test stated average 
of 99). Every index shows he under-estimated his staff's 
perceptions. He is apparently perceived to be very effec-
tive, but he is inaccurate in his estimate of his staff's 
perceptions of his effectiveness. 
An examination of 218 shows an example of a highly 
rated principal (133), that accurately estimates his staff's 
perceptions (1.00 index). But still, an examination of item 
by item shows where he over-estimated these perceptions in 
seventeen of the thirty-three items. 
In Figure l principals' scores are indicated with 
a dot connected with a dash line under the individual 
schools at the points on the scale where they estimated the 
teachers' perceptions. The mean score is designated with 
a horizontal dash line. The teachers' average scores are 
indicated with dots ana connected with a line. 
Figure l 
Principals' Estimates of Teachers' Average Rating of ·His 
Effectiveness and Teachers' Average Rating of 
His Effectiveness (Data from Table II) 
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Figure 1 shows the mean to be 111.i or fifteen points 
above the arithmetic mean of the questionnaire (ninety-nine). 
(The arithmetic mean would be three per item.) Ten princi-
pals estimated their faculties would rank them at the mean 
or above. 
The principal of 13L estimated his staff would rank 
him at 151 while they actually ranked him at 106, or he 
over-estimated by forty-five. The principal of 8M under-
estimated his staff assessment by forty-nine points. The 
principa.l of 21S was the only principal to estimate exactly, 
at 133, while the principal of 5S missed by only one point. 
Figure 2 plots only the highest and lowest teacher 
ratings. The teacher's score that rated the principal the 
highest was plotted under the school at the point indicating 
his score and connected with a line designated as "H". The 
same is true for the teacher's score that rated the princi-
pal the lowest except this line was designated as "L". Be-
tween these two points under any one school reveals the 
range of divergence that teachers have for the se.me princi-
pal. In this study 12L had the largest range from thirty-
six to 149, or 113 points. (Note: 132 is the largest range 
possible on the questionnaire) School 19M had the smallest 
range of thirty-eight points. The principal of school 18L 
had at least one teacher rate him perfect at 165. Inspec-
tion shows that this is the only principal to attain a 
perfect teacher rating. 
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Figure 2 
Highest e.nd Lowest Teacher Ratings of the Seventeen Principals 
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Figure 3 is a combination of Figures l and 2 showing 
all five configurations on one scale. This figure allows 
by inspection a total relationship of each principal's 
ratings. In most cases the figure shows that the teacher's 
high and low scores represent the extremes for the principal, 
but both 35 and 136 reflect the principals' estimates at the 
highest extreme while 8M reflects the principa.l' s estimate 
at the lowest extreme. 
In Figure 4, total item indices are plotted on an 
index scale for each school a.na connected with a line. This 
figure reveals by inspection the degree that each principal 
over or under estimated his staff's ratings. School 8M is 
the extreme case of under-estimation with an index of 1.58 
while schools 4S and 13L are extreme cases of over-estima-
tions with indices .68 and .69 respectively. As in the case 
with all references to indices in this study, 1.00 is per-
fect. Schools 58, 19M, and 215 reflect nearly perfect in-
dices. The mean for the schools in this study neared per-
fection with .99. An over-all inspection revealed ten prin-
cipals over-estimating, one perfect, and six under-estimat-
ing. 
100 
95 
90 
85 
Figure 3 
Combination of Figures l and 2 Showing the Five 
Scores on One Scale 
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Figure 4 
Total Item Indices by Schools 
(l.00 - Perfect) (.99 - Mean) 
(Data from Table II) 
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Table III is a list of the thirty-three items includ-
ed in the instrument and means for each item for the total 
sample a.nd the school sizes (S, M, L). This allows compari-
sons of teacher ratings of each item as perceived by the 
staff members of the different size schools and the total 
sample. Rank orders were figured for eirnh mean ana indi-
cated with a bra.cketed number. 
The purpose of Table III was to illustrate the item-
by-item and school size variations of the teachers' percep-
tions of the principals' effectiveness. 
By inspection it was revealed that the top ranked 
items in all four categories are different. In fact, no 
item in the study on Table III has a common rank in all four 
categories. At the lower end of the continuum item 18 was 
ranked thirty-three in all cases except in the small schools 
where it was ranked thirty-one. In the small schools, item 
12 (Handle the discipline) was ranked thirty-three. 
Table IV is a list of the thirty-three items includ-
ed in the instrument, the indices for each item for the 
total sample, and the break down by school size. As pre-
viously explained the indices were obtained by dividing the 
principal's estimates for each item into the average staff 
rating for each item. An arithmetic mean was then obtained 
for each of the three school sizes (S, M, L) and for the 
total sample. Rank orders were then figured for each of 
these means and are also included (in bracketed numbers) in 
'.['able IV. 
~o 
Table III 
Sample Survey Sheet Showing Average Response 
of Small, Medium and Large Schools 
Item 
1. Perform in such a manner as 
to gain respect for the role 
Total Small Medium Large 
of the principal. 3.58(11) 3.02(24) 3.89 (6) 3.69 (5) 
2. Lead the staff of this 
school. 3.41(24) 2.98(27) 3.72(16) 3.45(26) 
3, Form policy for better oper-
ation of the school 3.52(14) 2.99(25) 3.74(14) 3.69 (6) 
4. Predict and prevent sticky 
problems. 
5. Arbitrate or control argu-
3.39(26) 2.94(29) 3.67(23) 3.48(22) 
mentative situations. 3.43(22) 2.86(32) 3·79(10) 3.50(20) 
6. Delegate authority and 
responsibility. 3.63(10) 3.30(11) 3.81 (9) 3.89 (1) 
7. Promote education in the 
school. 3.77 (4) 3.30(10) 3.90 (5) 3.79 (3) 
8. Assess the true feeling of 
the faculty. 3.30(31) 2.92(30) 3.47(27) 3.40(29) 
9. Assume responsibility for 
his actions. 
10. Conduct effective, profit-
3.84 (3) 3.61 (6) 4.18 (1) 3.67 (7) 
able meetings. 3.35(30) 2.99(26) 3.45(28) 3.51(19) 
11. Make effective educational 
decisions. 
12. Handle the discipline of 
the school. 
13. Control student pressure 
groups. 
14. Control teacher pressure 
groups. 
3.46(21) 3.11(22) 3.68(21) 3.52(18) 
3.35(29) 2.86(33) 3.65(24) 3.34(30) 
3.64 (9) 3.36 (9) 3.86 (8) 3.67 (8) 
3.51(15) 3.11(21) 3.69(20) 3.64 (9) 
Numbers in brackets indicate position of items if listed from 
highest to lowest. 
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Table III (Continued) 
Item 
15. Control parent pressure 
groups. 
16. Control community pressure 
groups. 
17. Use effective supervisory 
techniques. 
18. Assist teachers improve 
in weak areas. 
19. Make new teachers feel an 
integral part of the school 
Total Small Medium Large 
3.56(13) 3.26(14) 3.73(15) 3.60(16) 
3.51(16) 3.17(16) 3.75(12) 3.50(21) 
;.19(32) 2.95(28) 3.27(32) 3.21(32) 
2.95(33) 2.89(31) 3.02(33) 2.93(33) 
operation. 3.51(17) 3.30(12) 3.71(19) 3.46(25) 
20. Make himself available, able 
and willing to assist each 
staff member with his prob-
lems. 3.65 (7) 3.57 (7) 3·75(13) 3.62(13) 
21. Recognize and use the 
strengths of his staff. 
22. Solicit cooperation among 
the staff for the betterment 
of the school program. 
23. Solicit consideration and 
help from individual teachers 
in the solution of school 
3.50(19) 3.12(20) 3.72(18) 3·57(17) 
3.58(12) 3.12(19) 3.88 (7) 3.63(11) 
problems. 3.38(27) 3.04(23) 3.43(29) 3.64(10) 
24. Make the staff feel he is 
fair in treatment and load. 3.50(20) 3.28(13) 3.64(25) 3.47(23) 
25. Give constructive criti-
cism. 
26. Praise for effective and 
excellent work. 
27. Communicate his ideas in a 
friendly and influential 
manner. 
;.41(25) 3.14(18) 3.42(30) 3.61(14) 
3.37(28) 3.62(5) 3.29(31) 3.25(31) 
3.72 (5) 3.65 (4) 3.77(11) 3.46(24) 
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Table III (Continued) 
Item Total Small Medium Large 
28. Make fair and effective 
evaluations of teacher 
competence. ;.42(23) ;.15(17) 3.61(26) 3.44(27) 
29. Exercise self-control in 
performing the more trying 
tasks. 3.65 (8) ;.68 (2) 3.68(22) ;.61(15) 
30. Display confidence in per-
forming the duties of his 
position. ;.88 (1) ;.65 (3) 4.17 (2) 3.77 (4) 
;1. Have effective and desirable 
relationships with the 
faculty. 3.66 (6) 3.39 (8) ;.91 (4) 3.63(12) 
32. Have effective and desirable 
relationships with the 
community. 3.85 (2) 3.70 (1) ;.95 (3) 3.86 (2) 
33. Have effective and desirable 
relationships with the 
students. 3.51(18) ;.19(15) 3·73(17) ;.44(28) 
~3 
Table IV 
Sample Survey Sheet Showing Average Indices of 
Small, Medium and LarEe Schools 
(l.00 is perfect) 
Item Total Small Medium Large 
.~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~--~ 
1. Perform in such a manner as 
to gain respect for the role 
of the principal. .99(24) 
2. Lead the staff of this 
school. 1.05(12) 
3. Form policy for better oper-
ation of the school. .98(30) 
4. Predict and prevent sticky 
problems. 
5. Arbitrate or control argu-
.99(25) 
.86(23) 1.11(24) .96(17) 
.84(25) 1.27(11) .99 (9) 
.78(31) 1.09(27) l.oo (8) 
.73(33) 1.08(29) .97(16) 
mentative situations. 1.04(15) .79(30) 1.26(12) l.Ol (6) 
6. Delegate authority and 
responsibility. 1.05(13) l.06 (2) 1.10(25) .99(10) 
7. Promote education in the 
school. 1.03(19) .88(17) 1.25(13) .92(26) 
8. Assess the true feeling of 
the faculty. 1.15 (4) .89(16) 1.56 (3) .94(20) 
9. Assume responsibility for 
his actions. 1.11 (5) .90(12) 1.55 (4) .85(32) 
10. Conduct effective, profit-
able meetings. 1.31 (1) 1.10 (1) 1.69 (1) 1.11 (1) 
11. Make effective educational 
decisions. 
12. Handle the discipline of 
the school. 
13. Control student pressure 
groups. 
1.17 (3) 
91(32) 
1.02(20) 
.88(18) 1.52 (5) 1.05 (4) 
.78(32) 1.09(28) .84(33) 
.85(24) 1.25(14) .94(21) 
Numbers in brackets indicate position of items if listed from 
highest to lowest. 
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Table IV (Continued) 
Item Total 
---
Small Medium Large 
14. Control Teacher pressure 
groups. l.08 (7) .81(27) 1.33 (6) 1.05 (2) 
15. Control parent pressure 
groups. 
16. Control community pressure 
groups. 
17. Use effective supervisory 
techniques. 
18. Assist teachers improve 
l.04(16) .8;(28) 1.28 (9) 
1.04( 17) .88(19) 1.32 (7) 
1.04(18) .83(26) 1.28(10) 
in weak areas. 1.01(21) .92 (9) 1.17(21) 
19. Make new teachers feel an 
integral part of the school 
operation. 1.06(10) 1.03 (5) l.2;(16) 
20. Make himself available, able, 
and willing to assist each 
staff member with his 
.96(18) 
.90(30) 
.96(19) 
.92(25) 
.91(28) 
problems. .99(26) .89(15) 1.04(31) 1.03 (5) 
21. Recognize and use the 
strengths of his staff. .99(27) .87(20) 1.10(26) .98( 11) 
22. Solicit cooperation among 
the staff for the betterment 
of the school program. 1.05(14) .97 (7) 1.12(23) ·97(15) 
2;. Solicit consideration and 
help from individual teachers 
in the solution of school 
problems. 
24. Make the staff feel he is 
fair in treatment and load. 
25. Give constructive criti-
cism. 
26. Praise for effective and 
excellent work. 
27. Communicate his ideas in a 
friendly and influential 
manner. 
.89(33) .78(29) 1.00(33) .88(31) 
-99(28) .86(21) 1.17(22) .92(24) 
1.08 (8) .90(11) 1.30 (8) 1.00 (7) 
1.07 (9) 1.04 (;) 1.25(15) ·93(23) 
1.06(11) 1.01 (6) 1.21(18) .94(22) 
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Table IV (Continued) 
Item Total Small Medium Large 
28. Make fair and effective 
evaluations of teacher 
competence. 1.20( 13) .89(13) 1.58 (2) 1.05 (3) 
29. Exercise self-control in 
performing the more trying 
tasks. 1.00(23) .89(14) 1.18(20) .92(27) 
30. Display confidence in per-
forming the duties of his 
position. 1.09 ( 6) 1.04 ( 4) 1.22(17) .97(14) 
31. Have effective and desirable 
relationships with the 
faculty. 1.01 ( 22) .91(10) 1.19( 19) .91 ( 29) 
32. Have effective and desirable 
relationships with the 
community. .99( 29) .95 (8) 1.05(30) .97(13) 
33. Have effective and desirable 
relationships with the 
students. .95(31) .80(29) 1.04( 32) .98(12) 
J.i6 
The purpose of Table IV is to illustrate the item-by-
1 tem and school size variations in indices. Inspection ver-
ifies that small school comparisons usually provide the 
smaller index readings followed by the large schools and 
then the medium schools. The rank orders, although having 
no necessary relationship to the magnitude of the indices, 
are equally variable with one notable exception. The ex-
ception is item number 10, (Conduct effective, profitable 
meetings), which carried the top ranking in all four config-
urations. This means that there was the greatest amount of 
disagreement in that the principa.l consistently under-
estimated the sta.ff' s perceptions of his effectiveness in 
conducting profitable meetings. 
Items number 12 and 23 are rated fairly close, but 
at the other end of the continuum which would indicate the 
principals over-estimate their faculties' perceptions of 
their effectiveness in he.ndling the discipline of the 
school and being able to solicit considera.tion and help from 
individual teachers in the solution of school problems. 
To check whether years of teaching experience inf lu-
enced the ratings teachers gave their principals, the re-
searcher requested the 285 teachers to indicate how many 
years they had taught. F::>ur categories were used: one to 
five years, six to ten years, eleven to fifteen years, and 
sixteen and above. A total of fifty-nine tee .. chers f e iled 
to respond to this request. (Small school - 15, medium 
school - 16, and large school - 28) 
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Table V shows a breakdown of the 226 teachers by 
small, medium, and large schools. The values in each cell 
of the table is the avera.;:re raw score ratin!:l:s for the number 
~ ~ 
of teachers in each category. The number of teachers in 
each category is listed within parentheses in each cell. 
Overall averages by school size and by years of experience 
are also included. Visual inspection reveals no gree.t dif-
ferences in ratings. More experienced faculty members rated 
their principals as being more effective which might indi-
cate a more accepting or tolerant attitude. 
A number line to record the divergence in teacher 
ratings of the same principal was used and is shown in 
Figure 5. The divergence is expressed in a raw score range 
computed by subtracting the lowest teacher rating from the 
highest teacher rating. The scale for Figure 5 was con-
structed. by dividing total possible range, 132, (maximum 
score, 165, less minimum score, thirty-three) into five 
categories since the teachers were asked to use a five point 
scale. The categories were arbitrarily assigned headings: 
no divergence, more than 30 point divergence, more than 55 
point divergence, more than 80 point divergence, and more 
than 105 point divergence. Each school is plotted on the 
number line according to the divergent range. This reveals 
by inspection how the principals are reflected on the 
assigned divergence scale: Four in the more than 30 point 
divergence, nine in the more than 55 point divergence, three 
in the more than 80 point divergence, and one in the more 
School 
Size 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
Table V 
Relationship Between Years of Experience and 
Size of Schools Upon Ratings 
Furnished by Teachers 
1-c:; 
=.._,,c_ 6-10 11-15 16-0ver Avera.~e 
(30) 105 ( 17) 110 (10) 106 (6) 116 (f.9) 107 
(36) 121 (20) 122 (15) 1-;;?3 (15) 127 (86) 124 
(23) 125 (18) 118 (16) 121 (20) 126 (77) 123 
Avg. (89) 116 (55) 119 (41) 122 (41) 125 (226)119 
Mean 3. 52 3.61 3.79 
Note: Teachers not indicating years of experience: 
Small 15 
Medium 16 
Lari:re 
'-··"' 
28 
Total 59 
Mean 
3.24 
3.76 
3.73 
3.61 
· Figure 5 
Range of Divergence of Teachers' Scores for Individual 
Principals - from Lowest to Highest 
r ; ~--- ~ 
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than 105 point divergence. 
Figure 5 furnishes the data which refutes the null 
hypothesis concerning no divergence of the staff's percep-
tion of his effectiveness and the principel's estimate of 
his effectiveness. It is interesting to note that there 
were no large schools which had a divergent score of fewer 
than 55 points. Likewise, the la.rge schools were the only 
representative in the divergent column which had more than 
105 points. In other words, the staff's perce-ption of the 
principal's effectiveness and the principal's estimate of 
their perception was in distinctly closer agreement for the 
smaller schools which refutes our null hypothesis that size 
of school staff is unrelated to this C!ivergence. The 
arithmetic means of the differences for the sma.11, medium 
and large schools are 60.3, 68 a.nd 85 respectively. It can 
be assumed that the size of the school is releted to the 
difference between how the staff ana the principa.l perceive 
the principal's effectiveness. 
Table VI is a .. summary of the t-tests made to test 
the hypothesis of no difference between the staffs' percep-
tions of the principals' effectiveness a ..nd the principals' 
estimates of the staffs' perceptions. Four t-tests were 
made, one for each of the three school sizes a.nd one for the 
total sample. A .05 level of significance was selected. 
Two tests, for small and medium schools, were significant 
and two, large schools and all the schools, were not. Thus, 
the null hypothesis for small schools is rejected and the 
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Table VI 
Summary Table 
School 
Size Number Principal Teacher S. E. t 
Small 7 3.67 3.16 .212368 2.402• 
Medium 6 ;.2; ;.71 .213542 -2.247•• 
Large 4 ;.79 3.52 .477493 .565 
Total 17 3.54 ;.44 .202731 .493 
*Significant since: .05 tdf = 12 = 2.18 
••Significant since: .05 tdf = 10 = 2.23 
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positive t-value leaves the only alternate hypothesis to be 
that the principals in small schools over-rate how their 
staffs perceive their effectiveness. The negative signifi-
cant difference for middle sized schools leads to the re-
jection of the null hypothesis with the only alternative 
that principals under-ra.te how their staffs perceive them. 
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
The reactions to this survey on the part of the 
teachers and more especially the principals was surprising 
and measurable. Feelings of being. threatened and feelings 
of apprehension were expressed in numerous ways. They were 
verbalized in the presence of the researcher and many specu-
lations about the possible repercussions occurring from such 
rating activities were made. Repeated inquiries into the 
method of, as well as the assurance of, anonymity were 
voiced. This apprehension is also indicated in Table I. 
Three principals, after verbally agreeing to be cooperative 
in the study, fa.ilea to respond and to encourage their 
faculties to participate. For professional reasons the 
nature of the excuses cannot be included here. The range 
of percentages were from a high of 100% to a low of 35%. 
However, the higher percentag,es tended to be, as expected, 
in the small size schools. The 35% return in the large high 
school was included in the sample because it was jud.ged to 
be representa.tive. 
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"I'he 58% return of the total number of questionnaires 
distributed was disappointing and supnorted the realities of 
the expressed apprehension to studies dealing with rating 
scales which might discriminate among professional people. 
In reviewing the master tabulation sheet it became 
apparent that considerable thought and discrimination in 
responses had been made. No patterns were present and each 
item appeared to have been marked ce.refully. This study 
was designed to aid the individual school situation by giving 
impetus to evaluation. Never-the-less, the following were 
observed and were felt to be true, but not necessarily use-
able in the practical application of the instrument. 
In analyzing the schools in the study the principals 
tended to estimate their staffs' perceptions in one of three 
directions. Some principals over-estima.ted, others under-
estimated, and a third group had general agreement, but this 
general agreement was due to i tern under-estimates c::mntering 
item over-estimates. Every principal in the study reflected 
some degree of lack of agreement in his estimate of his 
staff's perceptions. This lack of agreement could not help 
from a.ffecting the team effort in the improvement of the 
educational process. 
School sizes (S, M, Land total sample) did reflect 
definite trends in this particular study. Small school 
principals tended to over-estimate their sta.ffs' perceptions. 
Medium school principals tended to under-estimate their 
staffs' perceptions, while both large school principals and 
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total sample situation did not reflect any trend in estima-
tions other than near agreement. 
The teacher's perception of the principal's effec-
tiveness varied greatly in every school. On a particular 
item one teacher perceived him as being highly effective 
while her colleague had a completely opposing view. Another 
divergence appears when the principals' estimates are stud-
ied. Two of the schools' principals estimated the teacher 
perceptions above their highest teacher's score, and one 
estimated the teachers' perceptions below his lowest teach-
er's score (see Figure 3). 
In the total sample the indices reveal that ten of 
the seventeen principals in this study over-estimated their 
faculties' perceptions of their effectiveness. 
Item eighteen on Table III shows almost unanimous 
agreement among the teachers. They perceive that the prin-
cipals have a decided lack of effectiveness in assisting 
them in areas where they are weak. Table IV shows that the 
principals are quite mindful of their ineffectiveness in 
this area of responsibility. 
In item 10 (Conduct effective, profitable meetings) 
the principals under-estimated how well the teachers thought 
they were doing even when the teachers rated them extremely 
poor in this area. The situation with nrinci~als in this 
study reflects that in almost any extreme their estimations 
cannot be predictable. In other words, in cases where prin-
cipals are aware of extreme situations, dialogue appears to 
be lacking. Knowledge or lack of knowledge of a particular 
situation does not seem to affect effectiveness in meny 
cases in this study. 
T'b..ree comparisons were mece from the data. of Tables 
III end IV. These were comparisons which mi~ht reflect the 
effects of school size on teachers' perceptions of the prin-
cipals' effectiveness and the principals' estimates of their 
perceptions. First, from Table III, the seven items that 
had the greatest range of differences as to effectiveness 
were studied and compared to Table IV. Second, the top and 
bottom five ranked items from Table III for each school size 
were compared with Table IV. Third, the four top and bottom 
items by rank from Table IV were compared to their ra.ting on 
Table III. 
In the first comparison of Tables III and IV, seven 
items (1, 3, 5, 23, 26, 27, and 29) have a range on the 
ranking scale of nineteen or more between the sizes of 
school. This wide range guided the researcher into an even 
closer inspection of these seven items, item by item. 
(Bracketed numbers in this discussion are rank numbers.) 
In item 1 (Perform in such a manner as to gain re-
spect for the role of the principal) medium and large school 
principals were rated high (6 and 5 rank) while the small 
school principal was rated low (rank 24). In the small 
schools the principal's image is apparently not held in such 
high esteem as in the larger schools. 
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In item 3 (Form policy for better operation of the 
school) large school principals were rated high (rank 6) 
while medium school principals average (rank 14), and small 
school principals low (rank 25). In impersonal items the 
larger the school the better the ranking as to effective-
ness. 
In item 5 (Arbitrate or control argumentative situa-
tions) medium schools' principals rank relatively high (10) 
while small schools' principals rank low (32) and large 
schools' principals in between (20). It would appear that 
small and medium schools consider this a critical item since 
they have close contact with the nrincipal and the use of 
the staff, but the more experienced principals in the medium 
schools fair much better than the small school principals 
with less experience. Probably the size of the large 
schools make this item not too critical for all teachers to 
judge. 
In item 23 (Solicit consideration and help from in-
dividual teachers in solution of school problems) the large 
school principals were rated relatively high (10), while 
both small and medium were rated low (23 and 29). It would 
appear that large school principals make their teachers feel 
they are part of the problem solving team, while both small 
and medium principa.ls must appear to be more arbitra.ry or 
autocratic. 
In item 26 (Praise for effective and excellent work) 
the small school principals re.nk high ( 5), while both the 
medium and large rank low (31 and 31). This would appear 
that small school principals take the time to praise good 
work, while the large school principals appear not to have 
time or take time to praise individua.l efforts. 
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In item 27 (Communicate his ideas in friendly and 
influential manner) the small school principals rank high 
(4), while the medium school principals rank relatively high 
(10) and the large school principals low (24). It would 
appear that, as would be expected, the smaller the group 
the more effective and personal the communications. 
In item 29 (Exercise self-control in performing the 
more tryin~ tasks) the small school principals rank very 
high (2), while the medium school principals rank low (22), 
and the large school principals in the micdle (15). It be-
comes obvious that the larger the school sta.ff, the more 
demanding the time factor becomes; consequently, both medium 
and small school principals can become closer to the staff. 
A check of these same items (1, 3, 5, 23, 26, 27 and 
29) in Table IV will reveal how well the principals estimate 
the faculties' perceptions of their effectiveness. 
In item 1 (Perform in such manner as to gain respect 
for the role of the principal) large school principals ma.de 
accurate estimates, while the small school principals over-
estime.ted a.nd medium school principals unaer-estimeted. In 
item 3 (Form policy for better operation of the school) 
large school principals made accurate estimates, while the 
small school principals over-estimated and medium school 
58 
principals under-estimated. The same pattern existed in 
item 5 (Arbitrate or control argumentative situations). In 
item 23 (Solicit consideration and help from individua.l 
teachers in the solution of school problems) medium school 
principals estimated accurately and both small and large 
over-estimated. In item 26 (Praise for effective and excel-
lent work) small school principals estimated accurately, 
while medium school principals under-estimated and large 
school principals over-estimated. In item 27 (Communicate 
his ideas in friendly and influential manner) small school 
principals estimated accurately, while medium under-estimat-
ed and large over-estimated. In item 29 (Make fair and 
effective evaluations of teacher competence) small a.nd large 
school principals over-estimated and medium school princi-
pals under-estimated. 
From Table IV large schools rated high in items 1 
{Perform in such a manner as to gain respect for role of the 
principal), 3 (Form policy for better operation of the 
school), 5 (Arbitrate or control argumentative situations), 
and 23 (Solicit consideration and help from individual 
teachers in the solution of school problems). Their esti-
mates were accurate in items 1 {Perform in such a manner as 
to gain respect for role of the principal), 3 (Form policy 
for better operation of the school), and 5 (Arbitrate or 
control argumentative situations), while they over-estimated 
in item 23 (Solicit consideration and help from individual 
teachers in the solution of school problems). 
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Small schools rated high in items 26 (Praise for 
effective and excellent work), 27 (Communicate his ideas in 
friendly and influential manner), and 29 (Exercise self-
control in performing the more trying tasks). Their esti-
mates were accurate in items 26 (Praise for effective and 
excellent work) and 27 (Communicate his ideas in friendly 
and influential manner), while they over-estimated in item 
29 (Exercise self-control in performing the more trying 
tasks). 
Medium schools rated high in items 1 (Perform in 
such a manner as to gain respect for the role of the urinci-
pal) and 5 (Arbitrate or control argumentative situations), 
but they under-estimated. Large schools rated low in items 
26 (Praise for effective and excellent work) a.nd 27 (Commun-
icate his ideas in friendly and influential ma.nner). They 
over-estimated in both. 
Small schools rated low in items 1 (Perform in such 
a manner as to gain respect for the role of the principal), 
3 (Form policy for better operation of the school), 5 (Arbi-
trate or control argumentative situations), 23 (Solicit 
consideration and help from individual teachers in the solu-
tion of school problems), and they over-estimated in all 
four. 
Medium schools rated low in items 23 (Solicit con-
sideration and help from individual teachers in the solution 
of school problems) and 26 (Praise for effective and excel-
lent work). They estimated accurately on item 23 (Solicit 
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consideration and help from individual teachers in the solu-
tion of school problems) and under-estimated on item 26 
(Praise for effective and excellent work). 
In summation of items 1, 3, 5, 23, 26, 27 and 29 in 
regard to comparisons of Tables III and IV large school 
principals were rated high on four items and estimated 
three accurately and one over, and they were low on two 
items and over-estimated on both. The medium school prin-
cipals were rated high on two items and low on two items, 
and under-estimated on all four. The small school princi-
pals were rated high on three items and low on four items 
and they estimated accurately on two high items and over-
estimated on the remaining five. 
In the high ratings, large school principals esti-
mated three out of four accurately, medium school principals 
none for two, and small school principals two out of three. 
In the low ratings, none of the principals estimated accu-
rately. 
In areas of high ratings, estimates tend to be 
accurate, while in areas of low ratings estimates are in-
accurate. In this sample of seven items where the princi-
pals are rated high, they were aware of it, while in areas 
where they were rated low, they were not awa.re of it. 
Large school principals rate well in procedural 
areas and small school principals rate well in personal 
contact areas. 
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In the second comparison of the top five rankings in 
Tables III and IV, it appeared that large school principals 
did well in administrative and educational leadership areas. 
Medium school principals did well in the personal contact 
and educational leadership area .. s. Small school principals 
did well in the personal con ta.ct areas. 
From the bottom five rankings in Table III, it 
appears that principals in all three school sizes are weak 
in supervisory areas. Large school principa.ls are weak in 
personal contact areas. Medium school principals appear to 
be weak appraising teacher effectiveness. Small school 
principals appear to be weak in specialized problem areas. 
Comparinp; high items to low items on Table IV it 
appears that estimations a.re far more accurate as the effec-
tiveness ratinp;s go up except for the medium size schools. 
Also, one item, number 26 (Praise for effective and excel-
lent work) is on the high list for small school principals 
and on the low list for medium a.nd large school principals. 
In the third comparison by rankings on T'ables III 
and IV, the data was inspected on the top and bottom of the 
order. Four items from each end were considered. Items at 
the bottom reflect samples of over-estimation and i terns a.t 
the top represent items of under-estimation. 
In the small schools, item 4 (Predict and prevent 
sticky problems) was the one the principals over-estimated 
most. This i tern was a.lso near the bottom (29) on the effec-
tiveness scale. This item clearly shows lack of understa.nd-
ing about his staff's judgment and consequently results in 
a poor effectiveness rating. Items 31 (Form policy for 
better operation of school), 12 (Handles discipline) and 
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5 (Arbitrate or control a.rgumentative situations) all follow 
the same pattern as item 4; the principals over-estimated 
and were rated at the bottom on effectiveness. The princi-
pals over-estimated and were perceived very ineffective in 
all four cases. 
In the small schools where the principals under-
estimate faculty perceptions, items 10, 6, 26, and 30 are 
the extreme cases. Item 10 (Conduct effective, profitable 
meetings) not only ranks number one for under-estimation, 
but only twenty-six on the effectiveness scale. This indi-
cates ineffectiveness coupled with an even lower estimation 
of this ineffectiveness. In item 6 (Delegate authority and 
responsibility) the principals are doing better than they 
estimated and rank eleven in effectiveness. Item 26 (Praise 
for effective and excellent work) and item 30 (Display con-
fidence in performing the duties of his position) are exam-
ples of under-estimation and are high in effectiveness with 
ranks of 5 and 3 respectively. The principals extremely 
under-estimated, but were perceived very effective in three 
out of four cases. 
In the medium schools the principals consistently 
under-estimated themselves. In other words the principal 
was perceived to be doing a better job than he estimated. 
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In the cases of under-estimation, items 10, 28, 8, 
and 30 are ranked highest. Item 10 (Conduct effective, 
profitable meetings) wa.s under-estimated and ranked one, as 
it did in both small a.nd large school s i tua.t ions. On the 
effectiveness scale this item ranks twenty-eight, or in 
other words, the principal was more effective than he esti-
mated, but was ineffective at best. Item 28 (Make f a.ir and 
effective evaluations of teacher competence) was next in 
under-estimation and ranked twenty-six in effectiveness, 
and in like manner, item 8 (Assess the true feeling of the 
faculty) follows this pattern of under-estimation with poor 
effectiveness ratings. Item 30 (Display confidence in per-
forming duties) breaks the pattern of the first three by 
having an effectiveness rank of 2. In item 30, we have the 
principal under-estimating, but perceived very effective. 
The principals under-estimated and were perceived ineffec-
tive in three out of four cases. Medium school principa.ls 
were ineffective in areas where they under-estimated their 
effectiveness. 
In the large schools where the principals over-
estimated, item 12 (Handle the discipline of the school) 
received a low effectiveness ra.nk (30). In items 9 (Assume 
responsibility for actions) a.nd 23 (Solicit consideration 
and help from individual teachers in the solution of school 
problems), they received effectiveness ranks of (7) and ( 10) 
respectively. In item 16 (Control community pressure 
groups), they received a slight ineffective rank (21). It 
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appeared the item the principals over-estimated the most 
was the item they were perceived most ineffective, while in 
the next two over-estimates, they were perceived very effec-
tive. In the fourth ra.nked over-estimate, they were per-
ceived not too effective. The principals over-estimated 
and were perceived ineffective in two out of four cases. 
In large schools where under-estimation occurred, 
such as item 10 (Conduct effective, profitable meetings), 
the same estimation problem as in small and medium schools 
existed, but with a better effectiveness rating (19). Item 
14 (Control teacher pressure groups) was a case of under-
estimation coupled with good effectiveness rating (9). 
Item 25 (Make fair and effective evaluations of teachers) 
was a ca.se of under-estimation coupled with poor effective-
ness rating (27). And finally, item 11 (Make effective 
educational decisions) follows the pattern of item 10, 
under-rating with middle rank effectiveness rating (18). 
The principals under-estima.ted and were perceived ineffec-
tive in three out of four cases. 
It was apparent when sma.11 school principa.ls over-
estimated they were perceived completely ineffective while 
large school principals did better with items that reflected 
administrative ability among their extreme over-estimates. 
Of course, with no over-estimates, the medium schools did 
not reveal any trend in this area. 
65 
It was also apparent when small school principals 
under-estimated they were perceived quite effective (three 
out of four), while both large and medium school principals 
were perceived quite ineffective (three out of four). 
With seven good effectiveness ratings out of twenty 
over- and under-estimates, it appei:tred that the team effort, 
for more effective education, was very ineffective. This 
apparent lack of dialogue between principal and staff is 
producing effectiveness by accident with less than fifty 
percent success. 
The experienced teachers tend to rate their princi-
pals sli~htly higher as would be expected since they've 
apparently had a longer association witb the administration 
or administrative policies. 
The smaller schools tend to rate their principals 
lower than the others since they are probably younger and 
more closely associated with the decisions of their admini-
strator. They might even be in a more sensitive position to 
judge more realistically, since they appeared to rate the 
principals higher in the personal contact areas and lower 
in the less sensitive areas (see items 26 and 27, Table III, 
and Table IV). 
Some divergence exists in all areas. The divergence 
in Figure 5 would indicate that at least four schools have 
a problem with at least one personnel. These kinds of data 
are dangerous to generalize, but this kind of data is 
definitely needed for the individual school in principa.l 
evaluation. 
Many statements could be made from the study that 
could give a general picture that is true in this study, 
but the importance of the material in this study is the 
individual school awareness of potentially weak areas. 
This study appears to point out the weak areas. 
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Since there is no table or figure to reflect the 
findings of the last section of the questionnaire, the 
following statement seemed vital. The questionnaire (see 
Appendix) had space at the end to record "other areas of 
concern" so that the respondents could assist in improving 
the survey instrument and the study. Out of the 285 respon-
dents, twenty used this section. A summation of their 
responses were ten highly favorable comments in favor of 
their pr1ncipal's effectiveness, fourteen comments highly 
unfavorable about the principal's effectiveness, three 
sug~estions for changes in items on questionnaire, nineteen 
suggestions for items to be added a.nd five items the.t re-
spondents felt unanswerable. Two of the twenty respondents, 
writing about the same principal, expressed completely 
opposite feelin~s; one thought he was the worst while the 
other thought he was the best. Also, as a note of interest 
on how strong some respondents felt the inadequacy of just 
rankin~ the items one to five, one respondent, on item 29 
(Exercise self-control in performing the more trying tasks) 
added in bold print: "never does trying tasks." Finally, 
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as a generalization, it was felt by the researcher that the 
respondents that answered the last section felt very 
strongly about the principals' effectiveness, either posi-
tively or negatively. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary 
The problem to be investigated was the absence of 
data about the degree of agreement between the principal 
and his staff as to his effectiveness as an educational 
leader. 
The purpose of this study was to: (1) review the 
literature to determine some components of leadership as it 
relates to the role of the principal, (2) translate these 
components of leadership into an instrument that would serve 
to gather data, (3) administer the instrument in order to 
get the staff's perceptions of the principal's effectiveness 
and get the principal's estimate of his staff's perceptions 
of his educational leadership effectiveness, (4) to deter-
mine if years of teaching experience and enrollment size 
were related to the faculty ratings and the principal's 
estimate of these ratings. 
The hypotheses were: (1) there are no differences 
between the teacher's perceptions of the principal's effec-
tiveness and the princ1pal's estimate of their perceptions; 
(2} enrollment size and years of teaching experience are 
unrelated to the difference in the staff's perceptions of 
the principal's effectiveness and his estimate of their 
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perceptions. 
Thirty-three item questionnaires (see Appendix A 
and B) were administered to seventeen principals and their 
staffs (285) in centra.l Washington high schools with enroll-
ments of 150 or more. The schools were classified small 
(150-400), medium (401-800), and large (801 and over). 
The data was collected, a.nalyzed, and recorded in 
five figures and six tables. 
Conclusions 
1) For the total sample no statistically signif i-
cant difference was found between teachers' perceptions of 
their principals' effectiveness and the principals' esti-
mates of their perceptions. When only small schools were 
studied, there was a statistically significant difference 
between tea.chers' percept ions and principals' estimates with 
principals tending to over-rate their teachers' perceptions 
of their effectiveness. When considering medium sized 
schools, there was a statistically significant difference 
between teachers' perceptions and principals' estimates with 
principals tending to under-rate their teachers' perceptions 
of their effectiveness. 
2) There seems to be a slight relationship when 
years of teaching experience is compared in tha.t the more 
experienced the teacher the higher the effectiveness rating 
given to the principal. 
3) There is great divergence in perception within 
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each staff as to the effectiveness of the principal. 
4) Questionnaire studies that deal with judgment 
factors about performance are difficult to design, interpret 
and conduct. Their value is questiona.ble. 
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626 South 26th Avenue 
Yakima, Washington 
May 5, 1966 
Principal and Staff 
High School 
Central Washington 
Dear Fellow Educators: 
This survey, part of my Master's thesis at c.w.s.o., is intended to 
gather data about the effectiveness of the principal 1 s relations with 
teachers in some of the high schools in Central Washington. Your 
school is one of 21 being asked to participate. 
The specific purposes of this study are to ascertain: 
(1) How the teachers of the school perceive the principal, 
(2) How the principal of the school thinks his staff perceive him, 
(3) If the principals are perceived differently in small, medium 
and large schools. 
(4) How experience may affect the perception of the principal, (5) What divergent aspects are there in the teachers' perception 
of the same principal. 
Your cooperation is needed in completing the following questionnaire 
and returning it to your WEA building representative within one week 
from today. The principal 1 s questionnaire will be picked up 
personally. 
The data will be so handled as to prevent the identification of the 
sources of any and all responses. A summary of the results of this 
study will be sent to your school. 
Respectfully, 
Al Carpenter 
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Number of years teaching (circle one): •• 1-5 •• 6-10 •• 11-15 •• 16 
Please rate yourself as to effectiveness in typical situations as 
you think you appear to the staff in your ability to: 
Below Above 
Poor Avg. Avg. Avg. Excellent 
1. Perform in such a manner as to gain 
respect for the role of the 
principal. 
2. Lead the staff of this school. 
3. Form policy for better operation 
of the school. 
4. Predict and prevent sticky problems. 
5. Arbitrate or control argumentative 
situations. 
6. Delegate authority and responsi-
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
bility. 1 
7. Promote education in the school. 1 
8. Assess the true feeling of the faculty. 1 
9. Assume responsibility for his actions. 1 
10. Conduct effective, profitable meetings. 1 
11. Make effective educational decisions. 1 
12. Handle the discipline of the school. 1 
1). Control student pressure groups. 1 
14. Control Teacher pressure groups. 1 
15. Control parent pressure groups. 1 
16. Control community pressure groups. 1 
17. Use effective supervisory techniques. 1 
18. Assist teachers improve in weak areas. 1 
19. Make new teachers feel an integral 
part of the school operation. 1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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Below Above 
Poor Avg. Avg. Avg. Excellent 
20. Make himself available, able, and 
willing to assist each staff member 
with his problems. 
21. Recognize and use the strengths of 
his staff. 
22. Solicit cooperation among the staff 
for the betterment of the school 
program. 
23. Solicit consideration and help from 
individual teachers in the solution 
of school problems. 
24. Make the staff feel he is fair in 
treatment and load. 
25. Give constructive criticism. 
26. Praise for effective and excellent 
work. 
27. Communicate his ideas in a friendly 
and influential manner. 
28. Make fair and effective evalua-
tions of teacher competence. 
29. Exercise self-control in performing 
the more trying tasks. 
30. Display confidence in performing 
the duties of his position. 
31. Have effective and desirable rela-
tionships with the faculty. 
32. Have effective and desirable rela-
tionships with the community. 
33. Have effective and desirable rela-
tionships with the students. 
1 
l 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
l 
1 
1 
l 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Other areas of concern that should have been surveyed: 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
PLEASE FOLD AND RETURN TO YOUR WEA BUILDING REPRESENTATIVE AS SOON AS 
CONVENIENCE WILL ALLOW. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME, EFFORT 
AND CONSIDERATION. 
APPENDIX B 
TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE 
78 
626 South 26th Avenue 
Yakima, Washington 
May 5, 1966 
Principal and Staff 
High School 
Central Washington 
Dear Fellow Educators: 
This survey, part of my Master's thesis at c.w.s.c., is intended to 
gather data about the effectiveness of the prineipal 1s relations with 
teachers in some of the high schools in Central Washington. Your 
school is one of 21 being asked to participate. 
The specific purposes of this study are to ascertain: 
(1) How the teachers of the school perceive the principal, 
(2) How the principal of the school thinks his staff perceive him, 
(') If the principals are perceived differently in small, medium 
and large schools, 
(4) How experience may affect the perception of the principal, 
(5) What divergent aspects are there in the teachers' perception 
of the same principal. 
Your cooperation is needed in completing the following questionnaire 
and returning it to your WEA building representative within one week 
from today. The principal 1 s questionnaire will be picked up person-
ally. 
The data will be so handled as to prevent the identification of the 
sources of any and all responses. A summary of the results of this 
study will be sent to your school. 
Respectfully, 
Al Carpenter 
Number of years teaching (circle one): 
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1-5 • • 6-10 • • 11-15 • • 16 
Please rate your principal as to his effectiveness in typical 
situations as he appears to you in his ability to: 
(Circle one) 
Below Above 
Poor Avg. Avg. Avg. Excellent 
1. Perform in such a manner as to gain 
respect for the role of the 
principal. 
2. Lead the staff of this school. 
3. Form policy for better operation 
of the school. 
4. Predict and prevent sticky problems. 
5. Arbitrate or control argumentative 
situations. 
6. Delegate authority and responsi-
l 
l 
l 
1 
l 
bility. 1 
7. Promote education in the school. 1 
8. Assess the true feeling of the faculty. 1 
9. Assume responsibility for his actions. 1 
10. Conduct effective, profitable meetings. 1 
11. Make effective educational decisions. 1 
12. Handle the discipline of the school. 1 
l?. Control student pressure groups. 1 
14. Control Teacher pressure groups. 1 
15. Control parent pressure groups. 1 
16. Control community pressure groups. 1 
17. Use effective supervisory techniques. 1 
18. Assist teachers improve in weak areas. 1 
19. Make new teachers feel an integral 
part of the school operation. 1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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Below 
Poor Avg. Avg. 
Above 
Avg.Excellent 
20. Make himself available, able, and 
willing to assist eaoh staff member 
with his problems. 
21. Reoognize and use the strengths of 
his staff. 
22. Solioit cooperation among the staff 
for the betterment of the school 
program. 
23. Solicit consideration and help from 
individual teachers in the solution 
of school problems. 
24. Make the staff feel he is fair in 
treatment and load. 
25. Give constructive criticism. 
26. Praise for effective and excellent 
work. 
27. Communicate his ideas in a friendly 
and influential manner. 
28. Make fair and effective evalua-
tions of teacher competence. 
29. Exercise self-control in performing 
the more trying tasks. 
30. Display confidence in performing 
the duties of his position. 
31. Have effective and desirable rela-
tionships with the faculty. 
32. Have effective and desirable rela-
tionships with the community. 
33. Have effective and desirable rela-
tionships with the students. 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 3 
Other areas of concern that should have been surveyed: 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
PLEASE FOLD AND RETURN TO YOUR WEA BUILDING REPRESENTATIVE AS SOON AS 
CONVENIENCE WILL ALLOW. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME, EFFORT 
AND CONSIDERATION. 
